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1. Introduction

The business of the military is violence. The military
must be ready and able to use violence to protect national
intereasts when it ias called upon to do aoc. The effectivenesa of
the application of military violence hingea, in large measure, on
organizational and psychological factors, which ia to say, on the
proper deployment of properly treained personnel. In what follows,
1l will examine the organizational and paychological dynamics of
institutional violence in general and as they apply in the
militery context. My eim is to identify the key isaues, aasess
our knowledge about them, and suggest an agenda for research and
policy development.

The goals of the military are twofold: (1) to deter
potential aggressore and (2) to achieve victory in combat with
those who are undeterred. These goala are beat achieved when the
military is capable of violence that is predictable, controlled,
and effective -- in & word, disciplined. Disciplined violence is
both awe-inspiring and potent:; the image which comes to mind is
that of a relentless machine of deatruction. Both the prospect
and the reality of such violence serve the military’s goals.

Parsdoxically, efficient or disciplined violence on the
part of the military serves also the goal of humanaeness.
Disciplined violence permits wars to be carried out with a minimum
of damage inflicted upon one’s eneay; targets are chosen
tactically (and hence judiciousaly), in contrast with the
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indiscriminant savaging of people and environments that isa the
hallmark of an unrestrained war. Disciplined violence also
inflicta minimum paychic damage upon one’s own personnel; soldiera
would be traumatized or brutalized by their own violence were it
not securely subsumed within their obligations as agenta of the
military who follow ordera and do jobs rather than simply vent
passiona. The fusion of efficiency and humaneness is of paramount
importance to the military in a democratic society. By its very
nature, & democratic society places a high value on life and
l.berty, and hence seeks to resolve conflicts, including military
conflicta, in the least destructive way possible (Johnaon, 1981:
Phillips, 1984).

There is a considerable body of literature on the
generation of violence in service of institutional goals which is
of relevance to the military. Some of this literature bears
directly on the military itself. For example, there has been much
written about the organizational and paychological forces involved
in the basic treaining and, to a lesser extent, combat deployment
of soldiers. This literature reminds ua that, as Max Haatings
(1985:CS5) has recently observed, *"in war, the army that proves
noat auccesasful in making its raw recruitas into killers possessea
an immeasurable advantatage.” Yet much remains to be learned
about this subject as it applies in th; Arerican context. It is
Hastinga’ (1985:CS) view, for example, as well as that of at least
sone Western professional soldiers, that the American army has
never fully “come to terms with the problem of producing massed
forces of effective combat infantry."l
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There is also literature on the generation of more extreme
forms of institutional violence than typically occurs in combat
(eg, the training and general organizational socialization of
torturers and Nezi death-camp officers) as well as less extreame
instances of violence by agents of organizations (eg, the use of
force by prison guarda and police) which meay provide inaighta of
relevance to the military context. There is, finelly, a body of
literature on the general procesases relevant to the production éf
violence in a wide range of organizational contextsa, moat notably
works dealing with how individuale come to obey authority and
hence carry out orders or directivea to harm others.

Each of these various literatures was aassayed to determine
the general dynamics of inatitutional violence (Section II>. This
general model of institutional violence, in turn, was modified as
required to address the apecial issuea raised by miljitary
violence, particulerly that involving combat infantry aoldiers
(Sections II1I-V). 1Implications for research and policy
development comprise the final substantive section of the report

(Section VI),

I1. General Dynamics of Institutional Violence2?

Some institutions are in the business of violence. Others
are served by violence. Vioclence is a product of institutional
arrangenents and is in some sonse useful to these inastitutions.
This violence is properly called inastitutional violence so that it
may be distinguished, in terms of its origin, character and
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purpose, from personal violence.

In ita moet clearcut form, inatitutional violence involves
the intentional use of overt violence by agents of an institution
in service of institutional goals. This violence is typified in
the worat case by the death-camp slaughter of innocentas and in the
beat case by the military fighting a juat war. These situationa
are quite different morally, of course, but in each instance
violence is produced and orchestrated by the institution to
achieve its ends.

Violence on the order of a holocaust or a war is the
result of systematic efforts by institutions to structure
situations and to generate diapositions and perceptions which,
together, yield “contingent consistency" (see Toch, 1986:1).
Generally speaking, institutional arrangements exploit the fact
that "we must react to situations as we perceive and interpret
them in line with the dispositions we bring to thea" (Toch,
1986:10). More specifically, institutional arrangements
capitalize on the normal tendency for people toc minimize or deny
responsibility for their violence; to actively look for ways to
mollify their conacience and to make their violence, particularly
when it is directed againat debased groups, a justified and even
lsudable activity (Bandura, 1979). So far as is practical and
necessary, the links among situations, dispositions, and
perceptions -- eapecially exonerating perceptions -- are
prearranged by the institution and rehearsed by its personnel to
promote predictable and guilt-free uses of violence.

Institutional violence originates in organizational roles
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and activities. Thus institutional violence has comparatively

little to do with the passions, predilectionsa, or peculiarities of
personality or even personality-asituation interaction that eccount
for most personal violence. Though it is true “that individual
peraonalitieas and the situations people encounter are not wholly
divisible" (Toch, 1986:1), the focus of institutional violence is
quite explicitly on "violence-relevant asituational featurea"
(Toch, 1986:8). Institutional violence conformas to Allport’s
observation that

“situational determinants are most important where

duties and rolea, where tasks and functions, are

heavily prescribed. Personality determinants are moat

important where the task ias more free and open and

unatructured” (quoted in Toch, 1986:8).
There is an interplay of situation and personality in the
production of institutional violence, to be sure, but situastional
factors generally predominate. Indeed, situational factors are
often intentionally organized so as to mute the expression of
personality factorsa. This ia seen most clearly in selection and
socialization procedures designed to transform paersonnel from
unique and therefore variable individuals in the institution’s
enploy into standard and hence interchangeable agentg of that
institution.

Emnphasis is placed on situati;nel factors -- on the

"duties and roles, [and] tasks and functionsa®™ to which Allport
refers -- in pert becsuse they are more readily subject to control

and manjpulation in the institutional context than are personality

factors. Perhaps more to the point, common personal motives for
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violence such as jealouay or insecurity, which typically reflect

persconality dispositions, are weak, abgent, or irrelevant in the
case of inastitutional violencae. (When atandard personal motives
are present, they often contaminate the institutional agenda.
When, for instance, a soldier is chronically unsure of himself and
bullies enemy prisoners to cement his authority, the resulting
violence is no so much institutional violence as it is personal
violence carried out under the cover of an institutional role.)
Generally, the agent of inastitutional violence holds no grudge
against his victim; at least he has no animus against the victin
as an individual, though the victim’as social group is often viewed
in stereotypical and even contemptuous waya. The persoconal
identity, character, and sometimes even the conduct of the victim
may be irrelevant. 1In its pure form, the agent of institutional
violence is a servant of organizational goals; his vioclence is
situation-specific and focused upon appropriate “targets’” of his
institution.

The primary condition of inatitutional violence ias some
form of authorization to harm othera by acts of commission or
omission. These authorizations take hold in institutions that are
organized in the form of bureaucracies which are i{aoclated fronm
mainstrear moral values or at least shielded from regular review
and judgment in light of those values. These organizations,
morecver, aocialize their personnel so as to inaulate thea from
awareness or appreciation of the moral dimensions of their
behavior. Together, authorizetion, bureaucracy, isolation, and
insulation foster dehumanizetion. Dehumanization, in turn, is the
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key condition required to engage in or to permit violence "without
n;ral restraint” (Kelman, 1973; Milgram, 1975).

Dehumanization makes both the agenta and victims of
violence little more than pawna of the institution. Aa a result,
dehumanization neutralizes the normal human sentiments of sympathy
or guilt that might interfere with the use of violence. One
cannot feel aympathy or guilt over objecta, particularly if in
one’s role one becomes an object as well. MNoreover, by freeing
people from the conatraintas of conacience, which after all apply
most compellingly among fellow human beings, dehumenization in
effect creates motiveas for violence. Seeing another peraon as
subhunan not only weakena reatraints againat'violence, in other
words, but may actively promote violence. As Bandura (1979:228)
has noted,

“People atrongly disapprove of cruel behavior and
rarely excuse its use when they interact with humanized
individuals. By contraat, people seldom condemn
punitive conduct and generate

self-disinhibiting justifications for

[violencel when they direct their behavior toward
individuals divested of hunmanness.' [(emphasis added)

We commonly beliaeve that debased people are insensitive
to maltreatment and influenceable only through the more primitive
methoda®” (Bandura, et. al., 1975:255). The only language such
persons "“really” understand, we tell ourselves, ia violence. In
the institutional context, people are most likely to direct
violence toward others when they as well as their victims play
dehumanized roles. Hence institutional violence, whether carried

out in a manner that is cold and imperasocnal or tinged with
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contempt, involves dehumanized or object-object relations. Normal
human morality is suspended, and violence becomeas a more or less
salient personal motive that is incorporated into the routine

operation of the institution.

JIA. Situational Constraints

Authorizations to harm are of two types:!: tranacendent and
mundane (Kelman, 1973). Transcendent authorizationa define people
as expendable means to such desired enda as military victory or
social control. Transcendent authorizationa are often vague
prescriptions or slogana that can be endoraed without full
awareness of the violence they entail. The call for military
victory appeals to patriotism but does not draw attention to the
death and deatruction inherent in war. In the slogan, "Victory at
any Price,"™ for example, the operative word is victory, not price.

Lqually vague and elusive are the human targets of these
sloganas. Enemies are readily aseen as subhuman creatures or
lifeless abstractions. The violence they suffer ias unreal and
@asily minimized or ignored. To the extent that thia violence ia
recognized at all, it may be seen aa deserved. Thia ia most
apparent in the case of military enemiea. For "only the aenemy ia
seen as reaslly violent,” and this vioclence is apt to be
depicted as "innate, incurable, and irrational®” (Shulman, 1971:222
& 224). The putative ferocity of the enemy "defines him as
subhuman and our own acts, however brutal, as justified" (Shulman,
1971:222). Thus it is that soldiers are enjoined to fight for the
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glory of their flag, their country, and their way of life, while
the notion that one must maim and kill the enemy, aometimes
including women and children, is either overloocked entirely or
implicitly justified by classifying the enemny aa less than fully
human (Kelman, 1973; see generally, Goldman & Segal, 1976).

Noral restrainta againat violence become an jasue when
mundane authorizations (eg, apecific combat ordera) muat be acted
upon. At this juncture, the disembodied or stereotyped targets of
violence are engaged aa individuala:! specific soldiers or
civiliana populations muast be subjected to violence. Recognition
of the humanity of the prospective victima ias streasful and might

well undermine one’s willingness to act in accordance with the

dictates of the institution. Dehumanization of both the frontline
orgeanizational personnel and those who are harmed by them protectsa
againat this possibility. Prominent among the aources of
dehumanization are (a) a bureaucratic organizational format, (b)
the isolation of the organization, and (c) the inasulation of the
agents of the inatitution.

The bureaucracy as an organizational form necessarily
entails dehumanization. This type of organization, to quote
Weber, "compares with other organizations exactly as does the
machine with nonmechanical modes of production" (quoted in Gerth &
Nills, 1946:214). The ideal bureaucrat is poasessed of
complerentary virtuea. To quote Weber once again, he "conducts
his office... {(in) a spirit of formalistic imperaonality, ’Sine
ira et studio,”’ without hatred or passsion, and hence vithout
affection or enthuaiaam" (Weber, 1947:340).
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Of course, bureaucracies have another face -- a more
informal, subcultural aside to tham (Page, 1946; Blau, 13969).

Nevertheless, justifications for institutional violence -- as

diatinct from motivations for violence -- tend to draw upon

tha fornal side of the organization. Under pressure to act
violently or to ignore the violence around them, people take
shelter, as it were, behind their official rolea (Milgram, 1975;
Kelman, 1973). One becomes, in essence, an anonymous member of
the institution’s "collective instrumentality' (Bandura et. al.,
1975:268). Under these conditions, one may feel little or no
peracnal responsibiity for one’s actions (Nilgram, 1975).
Alternatively, one may feel personally responsible for one’s
conduct but view any guilt or anxiety as a cost of maintaining
one’s honorable commitments to the inatitution. Such painful
enotions may even serve as badges of coursge and validations of
one’s integrity as a member of the institution’s “troops"™ (sece
Nantell & Penzarella, 1976). 1In either case, like one’s
colleagues, one comes to underastand the situation as it is defined
by the formal organization. The formal side of the bureaucracy
can be eccentuated, and indeed can become a self-contained world,
when the orgenization and its peraonnel are aufficiently isolated
from the larger aociety.

Isclestion protects the insgitution and ita personnel from
obaervation and judgment by the larger society, and conveya the
illusion that the institution comprises a separate and
unaccountable world with its own moral order. The organization
baconea, aa it were, a situation unto itself; the official view of
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| the world becomes & compelling "reality”. The larger society is

‘ excluded from the world of the institution, and the institution is
therefore free to develop its own cloased world and to puraue ita
interesta with unreatrained efficiency. 1In its most bald fornm,
the ethical imperative ia, "What works is right."

Isolation of the organization is complimented by
insulstion of organizational peraonnel. 1Inaulation protects
individuals from recognizing the moral implications of their
actiona. When asuch implications are conaidered -- when people'
come to suspect or believe that what they are doing is either
wrong or at leaat morally problematic -- one’s personal morality
is deemed secondary to institutional loyaltf, that is, to the
inperative to maintain one’s commitments to proper authorities.
In either event, removed from the sobering gaze of society and
shielded from the normal dictates of one’a personal conacience,
violence is changed from the morally objectionable, or at least
norally suapect, to the mundsne. Violence meay even aeem guite
noble, aa when one conceives of one’a inastitution as in a fight
against one evil or another. Violence becomes, at bottom, a part
of one’s job. And though violence may be a difficult part of
one’s job, it is no longer & morslly blanmeworthy event.

The procesa that results in the perception of violence as
normal and even deairable, as U.ll.ﬂl the disposition to inflict
violence or to permit it to occur, involves the scocialization of
individuals to fit the organizational enterprise. This process
begins with recruitment and training, and is complete when the
person aees himaself as an agent of an inatitution that ia
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essentially beyond human control and accountability. At thia
juncture, the peraon is insulated from any aeaningful awarenesa of

the moral dimenasiona of hia behavior.

IIB. Situational Socialization

Recruitment and selection focus on pecple who are likely
to conform to the institutional regime and accept the *“pejorative
astereotyping and indoctrination®' (Bandura, 1979:229) essential to
carrying out violence on a more or less regular basis. In varying
degrees, what might be terned a situational self is cultivated.
This aituational self.ia meant to aupetcede'one's regular self
when one plays an institutional role. Lifton (1985) refers to
this phenomenon as "doubling,* to indicate that two selves cohere
within the same person. These aelves do not normally come into
conflict or even competition, however, becauae thaey are
selectively mobilized by situational forces.

Indices of suasceptibility to inatitutionsl socialization,
and hence the development of situational selvas, include the
tender age of most recruits, their conservative views of
authority, or even their explicit allegiance to a particular
ideoclogy or policy. Recruitment is normally followed immediately
by training. Training, whether in formal classes or on-the-job,
is meant to mold recruits into institutional role incumbents.
Generally, a '"gradual deaensitization procesa” is at work
(Bandura, 1979:229). One’s role is taken up in amall increments
and hence comes to saem quite normal.
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Training aims to produce a sense of agency (Milgram,
1975). As a formal role incumbent in the organization, the person
has been encouraged, if not directly inatructed, to see himself as
an instrument of authority who follows directiveas in the form of
ordera or procedurea that are binding upon hizm. In the final
analysia, the moral juastification for any vioclence carrjied out
under ordersa or in conformity with procedures is, "I was aimply
doing my job,"” whether this job is done in a passive and obedient
way or in an active and loyal way.

Bureaucratic institutiona emphasize regulerity of
procedure, if not discipline and order, 8o that little which is
unusual or remarkable ever occura. Routinea discourage personal
introspection and criticiam of oneself or one’s institution; the
fact that one’s colleagues adhere to these same routines adds to
the impresaion that inatitutional activities are normal (Kelman,
1973; Milgram, 197S). Moreover, the real nature of one’s behavior
and its consequences are often diasguised by a euphemistic language
or jargon. Violence is described in morally neutral terms, as so
mnany "operationa’ or "encounters'™ or saimply "events" that make up
the institution’s routine (Kelman, 1973; Milgram, 1975). The
person who follows "standard operating procedure’ and talka the
*lingo"” of the inastitution in effect operates in the moral
equivalent of automatic gear. Fo; him, violence becomes an event,
its victim & statistic or case, and both are subasumed within
organizstional routine.

Bureaucratic routines foster a narrowing of moral concern
to that of a job well done; they discourasge basic questiona about
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the morality of the institution’s activities or invoke the
norality of obedience or loyalty to duly constituted authority
(Milgram, 1375; Mantell & Panzarella, 1976). The good worker is
the efficient and dependable worker, the reliable technician.
Technicians do not disrupt institutional routines by faltering in
their duties or asking questiona, even if they harbor private
doubts about the undertaking.

The divieion of labor in bureaucracies is such that no cne
takes full responsibility for violence (Milgram, 1975). Policy
nakers make policy, managers manage, frontline workers act. Each
can -- and does -- wash his hands of the other. Each does his jcob
under the presumption that the institutional has an impersonal and
unalterable momentum of its own (Milgram, 197S). It is no longer
a human institution, subject to control and change. Instead, "the
book™ must be followed, not changed, whether this is the official
rule book or the unofficial (subcultural) rule book. Authority
must be obeyed, not gquestioned:; commitments to the institution
nust be honored at all costs. The person is a good worker or
technician and a loyal employee, 1If there is blame to be
allocated, it is the job and not the person that is bad (Hughes,

1958).

I1I. 1Institutional Violence and the Military

The ultimate goal of socialization for violence,
particularly in the military context, is to produce a
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situation-specific set of dehumanized perceptions of oneself,
one’s tasks, and one’s enemies. Such perceptions permit violence
of a direct nature to be seen as a )job, the work of a military
technician. The bomber pilot can, for example, wipe out distant,
anonymous masases of humanity by aimply puashing a button. He can
readily see himself aas a military technician with a job to do, his
victims ao many astatistica or sectors of a map. This holds true
whenever technologically complex, and especially group- or
system-based, weaponry are employed.

Aa a matter of record, we know that in World War II '"NMen
who had to join together with others to fire weapona (machine
gunners, artillery men), displayed no reluctance to fire”
(Karsten, 1978:25) or generally press ahead in combat. These
soldiers "were drawn into the act by primary-group preassures" to
complete their aassigned taaka (Karaten, 1978:25). They also
perforred reliably because they were called upon to do something
for which they were well socialized: to operate as combat
techniciana, carrying out functions that were quite rote and even
mechanical.

Soldiers in the field of battle can sometinmes see
themselvas a8 military techniciana carrying out imperaonal tasks.
Though combat soldiers typicslly engage in violence that is more
direct and visible than that of tﬁo bomber pilot or artillery man,
they may have only fleeting contact with their victims (lumped
together as an anonymous enemy), and are encouraged to see their
violence in neutral terma, as a matter of "body counts®”, *land
gaina’, and “campaigns' (Kelman, 1973; Lifton, 1973), Sonme
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soldiers find it comparatively easy to embrace exonerating
perceptions of this sort. Elite units, such as the Narines, the
Rangers and the Green Berets, tend to recruit a disproportionate
nunber of people who come to see combat fighting as a job at which
they aim to excel. For these men, socialization for their role as
soldieras generally proceeds quite amoothly.

Green Beret soldiers, for instance, enter the military
with personal dispositionas which are highly asuited to military
life in general and combat in particular. They are generally
reared in stable but oppressive homes. In Karsten’s words, Green
Berets “were disporportionately the children of harsh,
narrow-minded, demanding parents who had displayed little
affection and had offered few opportunities for independent
thought or sction. 1In effect, they were raised in a boot camp
atmosphere" (Karasten, 1978:17). As one might expect from persons
socialized in such environments, the Green Berets are active,
impulsive and highly aggressive when on their own, and yet
singularly responsive to the dictates of authority and hence able
to restrain, even completely suppress, their aggression on
conmand. In Mantell’s (1974:90) words,

“The Green Berets did not violate social sanctions in
structured situationa where such behavior was
prohibited or where they were under the direct
suparvison of authority figures. They waere and are
highly responaive to various expreamions of social
control and behave in accordance with the required
atandards. If these standards do not allow for the
expression of anger, hostility, and violence, the Green
Berets are uncomfortable and perhaps even seem docile
and represased."”

Violence is a central feature of their lives. The vast
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najority werae regularly subjected to corporal punishment during
their formative years, often at the handa of both parents. For
reasons presumably related to their active, impulaive lifeastyles
-- which function, in part, to provide an escape from unpleasant
hones -- "most of the Green Berets witneased violent death during
their childhood and adoleacent yearsa®" (Mantell, 1974:98). Contact
aporta and hunting are common forms of recreation; each ias enjoyed
because of the challenge and the thrill of violence. 1In this
context, hunting may be a particularly significant avocation. In
Mantell’s (1974:98) words,

*The overwhelming majority of Green Bereta hunted or

trapped during their childhood and adolescent years...

The high frequency of hunting and killing in their

backgrounda cannot be overlooked... [Tlhe hunter owns

and carries a weapon, atalks his prey and shoots live

anmunition into a living creature with the purpose of

killing it. The parallels between deer hunting and

hunting Viet Cong were explicitly voiced by
several of the aoldiers..."

Whatever aignificance one attaches to the popularity of hunting
among these men, it is quite clear from Mantell’s (1974:98)
research that "From earliest childhood, the Green Berets
interviewed were accustomed to being both recipients and
initiators of violence.” The result is that "violence has been

and still ias a clearly sanctioned and suthorized part of

life” (Mantell, 1974:98)., :

O0f course, being fascinated by a violent accident,
enjoying a good hit on the football field, or savoring the
pleasures of the hunt are not the sanme as intentionally inflicting

violance on other men, even if one is told to do by authorities
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one is prone to blindly obey. Combat violence is not a passive

event like an accident; nor is it a game or a hobby. Fellow human
beings are purposefully placed at riask. Violence only becomes a
psychologically unitary phenomenon when one sees others in
dehumanized terms. If others are objects, their death in combat
is no different then their death in a car wreak; they can be
pursued and downed like an opposing player or an animal prey.
Significantly, Green Berets typicaslly enter the army with

dehumanized views of themselves and othera. The atriking fact of
their interpersonal lives is that they barely have interpersonal
lives.

“(Pleople played an unimportant and peripheral role in

their lives. Although they led active social lives and

knew many people, they did not mention having had

intellectual or emotional ties to anyone. They seemed

to perceive themselves as always having been alone in

the world...From the time of their earliest childhood

nemories, there is a record of near total sbandonment

of their inner liveas. It seems as though no one has

ever been interested in their feelings. Similarly,

they have rarely been interested in the feeling of

others. Their relations with most pecple have been

emotionally superficial and utilitarian” (Mantell,

1974:99-100).
For them, others are readily identified as anonymous enemies, as
80 many objects of strategic calculation to be vanquished in war.
As one soldier observed, speaking matter of factly, "I never felt
that I killed a man as an individual, you know what I mean, but as
the enemy...” (Mantell, 1974:166)

We have, then, a portrait of this elite unit as comprised

of men for whom combat killing is & )ob which one doeas loyally and

vwell. The teatimony of the man thenaelves on this point is
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compelling.

‘*It’s an impersonal thing. There’s nothing in it.
Nothing personal in it... You just doing what you’re
trained to do, what you’re supposed to do" (Mantell,
18974:168).

*[(Alnything that I do in the Army I do to ti.e best of
my ability... And I’m ready to do anything that the
Army says I must do. Everything I do is for the Army"
(Mantell, 1974:155).

I had no respect for one of their lives whatsocever.
It was -- if he juat died, well that was his problem.
I had & job to do and if he died in the process, well,
that was too bad"™ (Mantell, 1974:161).

The job of combat, moreover, is no humdrum routine. It is a
source of activity and excitement. 1In the words of the Vietnanm

veteran,

"Enjoyed Vietnam. Always something to do, twenty-four
hours a day" (Mantell, 1974:168).

"I enjoyed relaxation even on operations. I enjoyed
it. No money problema. No women problemas. I just
felt comfortable there' (Mantell, 1974:168).

Like any job, combat killing can be a aource of pride in
one’s accomplishments. Some men clearly enjoy the challenge of
combat killing; others asre ambivalent about killing per se, but
pride in their combat skills is evident.

"I got close enough to some [V.C.] to kisas ‘em... What
was it like? I can’t describe it. 1It’s an
accomplishment, more or less, stalking a person,
stalking something alive, just like going hunting for
deer. You‘re stalking deer, you get in your position,
Yyou wait, you wait and finally the deer will come and
you get him, and if you snag the deer, you feel -- you
feel good. 1It’s the same way. He [(my fatherl would
have been proud...” (Mantell, 1974:166).

*1 don’t enjoy just going out and shooting people. 1
think everybody enjoys a job he can do well. That’s =&
fact of pride. You can go one atep further and asay you
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actusally enjoy killing people, but we’re using a harsh

word here. I don’t think it’a necessary. I did the

Job. I would do it again. I would do it to the best

of my ability” (Mantell, 1974:154).
The claim that combat killing is a job one can be proud of is not
a matter of posturing or bravado. This claim is sincerely
advanced by soldiers who are quite certain that they killed
specific and identifiable enemy scldiers and civilians, often at
close range and sometimes in hand-to-hand combat. Even the
killing of unarmed persons is ‘routine and caused them no
difficulties... “no feeling at all’" (Mantell, 1974:157)>. As they
would have it, such killings are all in a day’s work when one goes
to war.

It is important at this juncture to stress that these men
are not psychopaths; psychopaths kill for personal reasons and
often without restreint. If these men have any one dominant
personality pattern, it is authoritarianism (see Adorno, 1950).
They readily subsume their aggression within the dictates of their
soldier’s role. *“Most fundamentally,”™ Nantell (1974:174-5)
observed,

“they saw themselves as professionals, as skilled
technicians who were being well paid to perform their
taska... With few exceptionas, the Green Berets made
little attempt to diaguise the fact that they saw
thenrselves as hired guns, paid killers who were not
particularly concerned with their employers or their
victima. They expressed the kind of preferences about
personally desirable working conditions that any
employee might consider in choosing an employer.”

The Green Berets see themselves, in the formal language of

institutional violence, "as legitimized extensions of governmental
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authority”™ (Mantell, 1974:222).

This dehumanized perception of themselves as agente of
authority is applied to individuals as well aa to the groups or
teams in which they work. The group or collectivity is not a
source of deep personal attachments for Green Berets but rather is
an efficient vehicle for the performance of one’as aasigned taska.
Relationa with one’s team members are, like all one’s prior
relations, utilitarian -- they exist to help get the job done.
Here, as elsewhere in their lives,

“They did not seem to possess the capacity to show

aensitivity or to appreciate the feelinga of others

unless this could be incorporated into a astrategic

calculation. Either they could not or were not willing

to give a genuine response to anothar person’a pain or

love'” (Mantell, 1974:137).
The men discard sentiment and view themselves as dispensable parts
of a machine-team rather than as unique membera of a primary group
of close buddieas. In one soldier’s words, “I’m just a cog in the
wheel. Nobody knows whether 1 live or die.” (Mantell, 1974:250)

The Green Berets and other elite combat units are the
exception rather than the rule among combat infantry soldiers.
Institutional justificationa for violence -- that cne is an
authorized agent of the military following duly constituted
authority -- rarely provide tha average asoldier with sufficient
motivation to carry out violencae. .+he professional socldier does
his jJob in a competent and workmanlike manner; he m.y be creative,
but that is because he enj)oys his work rather than because he is
moved by inspiration. The typical soldier, in contrast, is not a
military technician; he must be inespired by personal loyalties and
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guided by a sense of mission. The general dynamics of
institutional violence must be modified to account for the
experience of the typical (non-elite) infentry soldier.

The run-of-the-mill infantry soldier is not readily or
easily shaped to fit his military role. For him, training for
combat is alwaya, at bottom, an artificial exerciase with tenuous
effacta; he learns technical skills but he is by no means a
trained killer (see Karsaten, 1978). Nor is he generally re?dy for
effective combat performance. Combat 'takes place in a wildly
unstable physical and emotional environment" (Keegan, 1976:47).
For the average soldier, this breeds passivity and sometimes
immobility rather than disciplined and enterprising combat
performance (Keegan, 1976:47). Almost invariably, combat soldiers
feel their own humanity and sense . hat of their enemies. There is
always fear, sometimes panic, and often unpredictable behavior.
Primary group ties and immediate asituational pressures shape
combat behavior more than general training or even specific corders
(Keegan, 1976:48). A sense of the larger purpose of the military
enterprise -- whether it serves one’s society or is at variance
with popular sentiment -- can be an essential ingredient of combat
morale (Moskos, 1980:82). The book on institutional violence
reads well for the elite troops, but for the average combat
soldier it must be substantially revised.

There is, in general, @& tenasion between the individual’s
military role in principle and in practice. The individual’s role
is an impersonal and dehumanized one; he is a soldier and an
authorized agent of the military. His combat duties, too,
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reflect a dehumanized mandate; his job is to inflict violence on
an anonymous enemy. But to play his role and carry out his duty,
the typical combat soldier develops highly personal (humanized)
relsations with his military primary group and, ideally, his
officera, He and his buddiea aim to atick together and, under the
direction of & competent, respected, and even caring officer,
methodically lay waste to the many creaturea compriaing the enenmy,
Norale is asupposed to underwrite violence. But the very presence
of deep peraonal ties to his buddiea keepa him in touch with the
tragedy that is war and may, under some conditions, create empathy
| for the enemy soldier who is trapped in the same nightmare. This
| nakes the regular soldier’s job all the more difficult and

dangerous.

IV. Primary Groups and Combat Cohesion

It is, I believe, entirely appropriate to apeak of the
military as a whole using mechanized, dehumanized imagery. As an
institution, the military is quite mechanized both in its weaponry
and in its higly bureaucratic form of adminiatration. Soldiers
who man complex weur>ns ayatems can also come to function in
machanical end precise ways. There waa once a time when infantry
combat soldiers were correctly characterized using the sane
metaphorical language. Soldiers were encouraged to operate like
80 many individual machines which would march into battle in

formation, approaching the enemy in graduated steps and firing in
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unison on command. Those daya of rigid discipline and rote
performance in the field of combat are long past. As Marshall
(1947:22) has noﬁed,
“The philosophy of diecipline has adjusted to changing
conditions. As more and more impact has gone into the
hitting power of weapons, necessitating ever widening
deployments in the forces of battle, the quality of the
initiative in the individual has become the most
praised of the military virtues.”

Soldieras increasingly are being called upon to uae their
own initiative in carrying out battle plana. "Continuocusly since
the development of the rifle bullet more than a century ago,*
Janowitz (1959:480-1) tells us, °'"the social organization of combat
units has been altering so as to throw thé solitary soldier on his
own and his primary group’s social and psychological resources."™
This was first noted in War World I, though tha effect of the
dispersal of the fighting soldier away from the watchful gaze of
field command officers waa obascured by the trenches; soldiers in
trenches appeared to be under close command, but the opposite
was true (see Ashworth, 1968). 1In World War II, the Korean War,
and most recently the Vietnam War, it was evident that “the
decision to fire or not to fire rested mainly with dispersed
infantrymen, individually and in small primary groupa' (Janowitz,
1959:480-1). The implication of this trend is that "the military
with its hierarchical structure... must strive contrariwise to
daevalop the broadest decentralization of initistive at
the point of contact with the enaemy"” (Janowitz, 1859:480-1).
Significantly, Janowitz (1359:481) concludes that “Any new nuclear

weapons asystams short of total destruction creates the sanme
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organizational requirements.” .
Initiative and improvisation, rather than .

unquestioning obedience, are in fact the stocks-in-trade .
pnodern combat socldier, Soldiers uaing high-technology,
systems-based weapons, which are often fired from posts well away
from the battlefield, function aa bureaucratsas in violence. Elite
troopa in the thick of combat may atill retain the impersonal
(bureaucratic) attitude of the military profesaional. But today
more than ever, the tactics of the soldier are not that of the
bureaucrat following a blueprint for battle.

“The combat soldier -- regardleas of military arm -~

when comnitted to battle is hardly the model of Max

Weber’e ideal bureaucrast following rigid rules and

regulationa. In certain reapecta he is the antitheais

of this. He is not detached, routinized, and

aelf-contained; rather his role ia one of consatant

improvisation. Improvisation is the keynote of the

individual fighter or combat group, from seeking

alternative routes to & aspecific outposat to the

retraining of whole diviaions immediately before

battle. The impact of battle deatroys men, equipment,

and organization, which need conatantly and continually

to be brought back into some form of unity through

on-the-spot improvisation. In battle the planned

division of labor breaka down® (Janowitz, 1959:481).
The division of combat labor must be spontaneocusly reconstituted
by soldiers who are proactive rather than merely reactive in the
conbat skills. This requires what might be termed disciplined
innovation.

Obeying an order and feeling justified in doing so is one

thing. Improvising under life-threstening conditiona is quite

another. Unlike obedience, even blind obedience, initiative and

improvisation cannot be developed on command. In effect, soldiers
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are called upon to be enterprising heroea. They are asked to use
their wits and risk their lives to win battles or to save their
comrades. Sonetiies they can do neither, but astill are enjoined
to "participate in a gallant struggle against impossible odds"
(Cockerham, 1979:99). Soldiers need more than institutional

Justifications for any violent acts they may be authorized to

perform. They need compelling human reasons to

behave heroically under combat conditions.

Elite troops are profeasionals who rise to the challenge
of combat. But the average soldier seees matters differently. He
is not a cool and calculating military technician. His reasons
for fighing are not professional; they are, at bottom,
sentimental. The typical soldier is not a hired gun; the values
he responds to are those of honor, courage, and loyalty.
Transcendent authorizationa can help to stimulate auch sentiments,
but these values are not the stuff of slogans for the combat
soldier. Rather, these values are tangible qualitiea of
character. How one is aeen by one’s buddieas and perhaps one’s
auperiors defines one’s character and provides the motivations for
heroic combat behavior.

It ias, then, the paychology of the primary group -- those
people in one’s immediate world whose respect, affection and
support one seeks -- that moves orxdinary men to act like soldiers
in the combat situation. In the general case, & primary group is
defined as

a conatellation of individuals who know one another on
a personal basis, who see and treat one another as
unique individuals... Such groups are generally small,
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and contacts are frequent and sustained for a
considerable time... Memberas of such groups generally
form a strong sense of mutual identification”
(Shibutani, 1978:11),

In the military, one’s platoon or squad or unit "is the only place
where [the person) is known as a specific human being -- something
other than a serial number and an entity addressed elsewhere aa
‘aoldier’’” (Shibutani, 1978:13). For these men one may well be
willing to endure the hardships of combat. There is, as Marahall
(1947:153) has noted, an

*inherent unwillingnesa of the soldier to risk danger

on behalf of men with whom he has no social identity.

When a soldier is unknown to the men who are around hinm

he has relatively little reason to fear losing the one

thing that he is likel: to value more highly than life

-- his reputation as & ~an among other men."
Thus it is that "we may honor the ‘Unknown Soldier’ (butl) it is the
’Known Soldier’ who wins battlea' (Marshall, 1947:153).

The integrity of the primary group is essential to combat
effectiveness. Thia has long been known in military circles. The
observationas of Colonel Ardant du Picq, 19th century French combat
officer and military theorist, are especially compelling on this
score.

“Four brave men who do not know each other will not
dare to attack a lion. Four leas brave men, but
knowing each other well, sure of their reliability and
the consequences of mutual aid, will asttack resolutely.
There is the science of the organization of ermies in a
nutshell.

A wise organization ensures that the peraonnel of
combat groups changes as little as possible, so that
comrades in peace time manoceuvres shall be comrades in
war. From living together, and obeying the same
chiefs, from commanding the same men, from sharing

fatigue and reat, from cooperation among men who
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quickly understand each other in the execution of
war-like movementa, may be bred brotherhood,
professional knowledge, sentiment, above all unity.

The duty of obedience, the right of imposing discipline
and the impossibility of escaping from it, would
naturally follow"” (quoted in George, 1971:295-6).

Ressarch bears out du Picq’s observationa. Men in primary groups
share "a feeling of comradeship and confidence in buddies within
the unit” (Chesler, et. al., 1955:596). Because they feel more
confident and more competent than men alone or in groups with low
morale, men in primary groups are able to meet new situations
objectively rather than with a self-defeating *“negative mental
set” (Chesler, et. al., 1955:5%96).

The force of du Picq’as observations are nowhere better
illustrated than in the performance of the Wehrmacht during World
War II. Speaking of this notoriocusly effective and resilient
military organization, Shils and Janowitz (1948:281 & S1)
observead:

"a soldier’s ability to resist ([panic and stand his
groundl is & function of the capacity of his immediate
primary group (his squad or section) to avoid social
disintegration. When the individual’s immediate group,
and its supporting formation, met his basic organic
needs, offered him affection and esteem from both
officers and comrades, supplied him with a aense of
power and adequately regulated his relations with
authority, the elenment of aelf-concern in battle, which
would lead to disruption of the effective functioning
of his primary group, was minimized... When the social
conditions were otherwise fpvorable, the primary bonds
of group solidarity were diasovled only under the most
extreme circumstances of threat to the individual
organism -- in situstions where the tactical prospects
were utterly hopeless, under devastating artillery and
air bombardment, or where the basic food and medical
requirements were not being met.”

The primary group of the German Wehrmacht soldier waes largely
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apolitical; the bonds that sustained moat of the soldiers were
those of comradeaship and had little to do with Nazi fanaticism.
Primary groups were a source of compelling motivation. "For the
German soldier in particular,"” atate Shils and Janowitz
(1948:285), "the demandas of his group, reinforced by officially
preacribed rules, had the effect of an externsl

authority.*”

A similar psychology of primary-group presaure holds for
American soldiers as well. Marshall (1947:42), referring to
Arerican combat troops in World War II, states the following:

"I hold it to be one of the simplest truths of war that

the thing which enables an infantry soldier to keep

going with hia weapona ia the near presence or the

presumed presence of a comrade. The warmth which

derives from human companionship is as essential to his

employment of the arms with which he fightas as ia the

finger with which he pulls a trigger or the eye with

which he aligns his sights. The other man may be

almost behond hailing or seeing distance, but he muat

be there somewhere within a man’s conaciousness or the

onset of demoralization is almost immediate and very

quickly the mind beinga to deapair or turns to thoughts

of eacape. In this condition he is no longer a

fighting individual, and though he holds to his weapon,

it is little better than a club.”
It was alao Marshall’s (1947:139) view that combat leaders must
have, if not primary-group relations at leaat decent human
relations with their men. Overall, Marshall (1947:155) concluded
that “the relationships within our Army should be based upon
intinate underatanding between officeras and men rather than upon
familiarity between them, on self-respect rether than on fear, and

above all, on a close uniting comradeship." (Marshall’s

observations are axtensively supported in the seminal research
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studies of Stouffer, et. al., 1949.)

Primary groupa proved critical to the American Army in the
Korean War. There, the "buddy system" formed the foundation upon
which primary group relationships within combat units were built.
Among the more effective fighting unitas, notes Little (1964:198),
“"Everyone was a buddy.'” Though one man might be another’s sapecial
buddy, "Buddy choices were private decisions and consequently
never threatened the solidarity of the asquad or platoon" (Little,
1964:198). In the words of one soldier,

“"You’ve got to make every man in the squad your buddy

to get things done. You’ve got to get down and work

with them and get them to feel that they can depend on

you to stick by them. But I can never show that one

nan ia my buddy becsuse a lot of guys may think that

I’m a buddy” (Little, 1964:201).
Such perceptions of the buddy relationship as fundamentally a
group relationship "tended to unit buddies subjectively with
the squad or platoon as an integral unit,' which is to say, as the
group that *"would be required to function in a combat formation”
(Little, 1964:201). So integral were these unita, in fact, that
for the regular GI, "the army began with their buddies and
extended little farther than tha platoon and company. Beyond
these levels the organization was aas meaningleas as it was
complex” (Little, 1964:204).

The comradeship of buddie; and their primary groups is
aeasy to romanticize, and there is much about this fellowship of
soldiers which is in fact quite selfless and generous, virtues
which in the heat of combat are indead romantic. Still, primary

groups do reflect pragmatic and self-intereated considerations.
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Primary group ties among combat soldiera "arise froama immediate
life-and-death exigenciea” (Moskoa, 1980:73)., They are a kind of
rudimentary social contract... that is entered into because of
advantages to individual self-interest’" (NMoskos, 13880:73). Such
ties are "pragmatic and situational reaponasesa... derivative from
the very private war each individual is fighting for his own
survival' (Moakoa, 1980:73). It is certainly true that an
individual soldier’a *survival is directly related to the support
-- moral, phyaical, and technical -- he can expect from hias fellow
soldiers" (Moakosa, 1980:75). And he *gets such support largely to
the degree that he reciprocates it to othersa* (NMoskos, 1980:75).
Reciprocity builds genuine human bonda, but it ia wise to remember
that *“Much of the solidarity of combat squada can be underatood as
an outcome of individual self-intereast within a particular
situational context® (Moskos, 13980:75).

Nor does the Army wage war on the backs of primary groups
alone. As a sad logistical reality, "War mobilizetion rarely
provides the time or the personnel stability necessary to build
unit cohesion that ia intense enocugh in itself to suatain
the msoldier in combat®” (Wesbrook, 1980:259). It is also true
that, in mosat modern wars, "casualties would asoon change the
unit’s personnel in any case" (Wesbrook, 1980:259). Stragglers
from defeated units generally are poor soldiera (as NMarshall has
said, they are no longer "“Known Soldiers®™) but thay gometimes
fight valiently. This phenomenon, known as “the soldier’s battle”
~- when men fight on as individuals after their unit has been
destroyed or effectively align themselves with new unita to whonm
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they are strangers -- "indicates that unit integrity is not a
sine qua non to combat effectiveness" (Beaumont &
Synder, 1980:33> There must also be ideological commitments --
beliefs and values at issue that are worth dying for.
In fact, commitment to the war effort or the larger
society is essential to motivate men in primary groups to engage
in combat (Stouffer, et. al., 1949; Brown & Moskos, 1976:9).
Primary groups, left to their own devices, generally seek to
minimize risk (Little, 1964). Such groups assume the riaka of
combat -- and often perish -- because larger commitments are at
stake, commitmentas that overshadow immediate self- and
group-interests. As Wesbrook (1980:257) Eas said,
“the demanda of the nation and military organization to
fight may conflict with group valuea and norms, and
frequently threaten the self-interest and very
existence of the primary group. Under such conditions,
if the aoldier does not alaso feel a moral involvement
with either the military organization or the nation, he
will feel no obligation to comply with their demands
and will stop fighting except as a matter of personal
or group aurvival.,"

In particular, patriotism can inspire primary group menmbers,

“strengthening the soldier’s will to exert himself under dangerous

conditions"” (Shils, quoted in George, 1971:304)

Moral involvements with the military or the nation are not
abstractions. If nothing else, war draws a man’s attention to
concrete, tangible reaslities. For the combat socldier, then, moral
involvements must be grounded in specific human experiences and

relationships. Thus, patriotism operates aa a combat motivation

when mediated by suportive contacts with others who share
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patriotic values, especially loved ones from larger society.

“[{A)ln important motivating force in tha combat role was

the soldier’s relationship to some meaningful element

of the larger society, especially his family... It was

not enough that he heard about patriotism, the flag,

and our way of life in the abstract and general way of

indoctrination. He had to hear about them from personsa

who represented those valueas to him intimately, peraons

whose evaluations of his behavior as good or bad were

of great significance to him"™ (Little, 1964:206).
Lettera from home are crucial because they repreasent “the
soldier’s major contact with the asocial unit that reinforcea his
desire to serve faithfully and under great hardship®” (Little,
1964:219).

In the immediate military context, ties to one’s leaders
(a group that includea but ia not limited to officera) bind troops
to their military roles and obligationas. Leaders not only manage
the unit in & formal sense (the officer’s job). They also define
social noras, model and teach military skilla and values, and
sustain morale; these roles can be played by informal leaders
(fellow soldiers) as well as by formal leaders (officers) (Clark,
1369).
Leadership grows out of and shapes the primary group.

Leaders are men -- soldiers and officers -- who diastinguish
themselves for their competence, dedication, and concern for their
fellows. They are seen by the rank-and-file soldiers as socurces
of inspiration, aa persons to be respected and emulated. At the
center of the Wehrmacht primary group, for example, was a ‘hard

core' of ambitioua, eager Nazi ideologues and patriots. They were

the informal group leaders, and they set a tone of discipline and
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self-sacrifice for the others to follow:

“The stability and military effectiveness of the

(Wehrmacht) military primary group were in large

nessure a function of the ‘hard core,’ who approximated

about ten to fifteen per cent of the total of enlisted

nen... These were, on the whole, young men between 24

and 28 years of age who had had a gratifying

adolescence in the most rewarding period of National

Socialism... The presence of a few such men in the

group, zealous, energetic, and unsparing of thenselves,

provided models for weaker men, and facilitated the

process of identification... The fact that the elite SS

divisions and paratroop divisiona had a larger ’‘hard

core’ than other divisions of the army... accounted for

their greater fighting effectiveness® (Shils &

Janowitz, 1949:286-7).

Ties to formal and informal leaders make men think and
feel like soldiers who can then form primary soldier groups
with their various buddies. As soldiers with a distinctive ethos
and mission and not just a collection of rough-and-ready pals out
to atay alive, they can be moved by esprit de corps to perform
well in the quinteasential scldierly task of combat. Honor,
courage, and loyalty mean so much to these 'Known Soldiers', and
may carry over even after one’s military primary group is
deatroyed, because one’s army and one’s country are now concrete,
pressing concerns that express and embody one’s buddies, one’s
leaders, and those left behind for whom one is ultimately
fighting.
The combat soldier, then, must believe that what he is

doing is right, both morally (viz his country’s authorization of
his involvement) and emotionally (viz the support and

@encouragenrent of his buddies, leaders, and loved ones). Note that

the links among primary group morale, leadership, and combat
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performance are crucial in "guerrills warfare and special warfare
action, which require highly motivated, closely knit small groups"
(George, 1971:309).

Officer leadership in combat draws upon primary group ties
in a paradoxical and painful way. Men follow their officers, in
large measure, because they like and admire thenm; officers, in
turn, are inspired by the human qualitieas of their men. But
officers and soldiers never become buddies. There is always a
degree of emotional distance separating officeras and their men.
The combat officer knows that “man is a frail and fallible
creature who requires strong leadership and firm discipline in
order to behave properly and function effectively" (Dyer,
1985:146). The officer also must balance loyalty to troops he may
like and admire -- and want to protect -- and his formal mandate
from the Army to use them as material in battle.

"You’ve got to keep distant from ([your soldiersl. The
officer-enliated man distance helpa. Thia is one of
the moat painful thinge, having to withhold sometimes
your affection from them, because you know you’re going
to have to destroy them on occasion. And you so. You
use them up: they’re material. And part of being a
good officer is knowing how much of them you can use up

and still get the job done" (infantry officer, World
War II, quoted in Dyer, 13885:141),

**combat leaders must not only brave, tactically and
technically competent, and attentive to the needs of
their men; they muat also keep separate from them [if
they are to retainl the mordl authority to demand
resistance unto death" (Hauser, 1980:193).
To be sure, this emotional distance sometimes breaks down. During
extended periods of combat, officers and soldiers live in close

proximity and share many common hardships and privations. As a
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result, something akin to buddy relations may develop. At this
point, officers are less likely to use their authority for ends
sought by the militaxry and more likely to ignore or contravene
orders in an effort to protect their men (George, 1971). Such

units are termed ''demoralized," and usually withdrawn from battle

so that more balanced authority relations can be maintained
(Wesbrook, 13880).

Recently, the signficance of primary group relations,
reinforced by a sense of a larger national mission or purpose, has
been confirmed by many of today’a military officers. “The central
message'"™ given to Fallows (1981:98) by contemporary American
military officers, especially those with experience in Vietnanm,

“is that the effectiveness of any military force
depends on the creation of a series of human bonds --
among soldiers who risk death for the sake of other men
in their unit, between troops and leaders, between the
militery as a whole and the nation it is supposed to
represent. These bonds can be built only by
demonstrations of mutual respect and willingness to
share hardshipas; without them, many of these officersa
say, an armry will be eviscerated, no matter how
impressive its machinery."

These Vietnam officer veterans know of what they speak.

Combat unit cohesion reached new lows in Vietnam, and indeed may
have been the major reason that war came to such an ignoble
conclusion. In the words of Gabriel and Savage (1978:9),
thamselves officers with Vietnam combat experience:

“the performance of the American Aray during the

Vietnam War indicates a military system which failed to

maintain unit cohesion under conditions of combat

streas... [Tlhe army in the field exhibited a low

degree of unit cohesion at virtually all levels of

command and staff, but principally at the crucial

squad, platoon, and company levels... Indeed the Aray
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began to border on an undiaciplined, ineffective,
almost anomic mass of individuals who collectively had
no goals and who, individually, sought only to survive
the length of their tours... The disintegration of unit
cohesion had proceeded to such an extent that by 1972
accommodetion with the North Vietnamese was the only
realistic alternative to risking an eventual military
debacle in the field."

There are a number of explanationa for the disintegration
of combat troope in Vietnam. Certainly one waa the loasa of public
support for the war, When public support falters, there ia
inevitably an erosion -- and potentially a collapse -- of military
authc-ity.

“{Tlhe military authority which would elicit submission
{from ite soldiers] must be legitimate. It was no
accident that mutinies (euphemiatically called ’‘combat
refusals’) and murders of superiors (called ‘fraggings)
occurred in the letter days of Army involvement in the
Vietnam War. The people of the United Statea had
decided, rightly or wrongly, that the game was not
worth the candle, that our forces were fighting a
losing (some said wrongful) war and ought therefore

to get ocut, The officera and noncoma who were charged
with making their troops continue fighting had a
near-hopeleas task, for their authority to compel risk
of life and limb had lost the legitimacy which national
purpose bestows" (Hauser, 1980:189).

Even more critical to the fsilure of the war in Vietnam,
however, were internal military policies which directly
undermined morale and cohesion. Beginning in World War II and
increasingly during the Korean War, it has been the official
mnilitary policy to leave units under prolonged combat while
rotating out officers and soldiers as individuals. This policy is
administratively efficient but it strains primary group ties.

More than in any other American war, however, there were in

Vietnam what Gabriel and Savage (1978:13) termed “brutally
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disruptive rotation policiesa in which officers were required

to serve only six months in front-line units while enlisted men,
‘the grunts,’ had to serve twelve... The assignment of individual

as opposed to unit DEROS dates [Date Estimated Return

Overseas), pluas the frequent rotation of officers, made it clear
that the policy was virtually every man for himself." Even
dedicated and self-sacrificing officers found it hard to transcend
these disruptive forces!

“To be sure, some officers tried very hard to identify

with their men, but such a course was almost impossible

when half of a platoon might be individually acheduled

to ‘rotate out’ within, say, a three-week period, when

nany of the replacements were inexperienced and

confused, and when the ‘old-timers’ -- those who had

been there six months -- had already seen officers

change more than once and felt, not without

Justification, that they knew more about staying alive

than their officers" (Gabriel & Savage, 1978:13).

Unfortunately, dedicated officers may have been in the

minority in Vietnam. Officer rotation policies were not only a
cause of poor leadership but a reflection of what Gabriel and
Savage term "careeriam' among the officera. Rapid rotations met
with little opposition from officers because such a policy allowed
officers to “punch®” their tickets with combat experience and hence
build their careers. Careerisam, in turn, promoted an
unwillingness to take the time to build unit coheaion -- tinme
spent building cohesion could be "better" spent “punching one’s
ticket™” in aome advanced education or training program. Careerias
alaso militated against taking the risks in combat which, though
they might cut short one’s career, would promote respect for one’s

leadership and cohesion among the fighting troops.
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Too often, Gabriel and Savage maintain, careeriast officers

operated as managers rather than leadersa. “The officer corps had
actually come to believe that leadership and managerent were one
and the same thing and that a mastery of the techniques of the
latter would asuffice to meet the challenges of the former"
(Gabriel & Savage, 1978:20). Thia is quite understandable,. The
peacetime army ia indeed bureaucratic. The reason, in part, ia so
that men in combat will have routine procedures to fall back'upon
to introduce at least "some predictebility and order to an
esgsentally chaotic situation'” on the basttlefield (Dyer, 1885:136.)
‘et at the same time,* Dyer (1985:136) warns, “officers must
never allow themselves to become mere bureaucrats and
administratora, or they will be quite useless in combat. It is a
difficult balance to majintain, and aometimes -- especially in
peacetime -- whole armies can succumb to the managerial delusion.*
This delusion is especially tragic during war. As Gabriel and
Savage (1978:23) make clear, "The officer corps learned the hard
way that members of combat units could not be managed to their
death.” Thus their harsh conclusion: “Among the most important
factors responsible for the fajilure of the Army to cohere under
conbat stress in Vietnam was the failure of its officer corps to
provide the kind of leadership necessary in & combat army"

(Gabriel & Savage, 1978:9).
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V. Primary Groups and Corbat Violence

Primary group ties in the combat unit are not a given,
They must be created by asoldiera and their leaders. Ideally,
these ties must also be reinforced by administrative policies that
support rather than undermine unit cohesion. Nor do primary
groups automatically promote effective combat performance (see
Shibutani, 1978). These groups are given direction by beliefs
about public support for any given war as & legitimate or
illegitimate enterprise (Moaskos, 1980). Units marked by primary
group ties and guided by a sense of military and national purpose
are likely to hold together under combat stresa. Men are loyal to
one ancther and astand their ground. These are couregjeous,
honorable, and useful military activities. Holding the line in
the face of enemy fire is an integral part of any military
campaign.

Firing one’s weapon during combat, however, appears to be
a more difficult undertaking. Whereas most men perservere out of
loyalty to their primary group (and ultimately to the Army and the
nation), only a minority of soldiers armed with individual weapons
(primarily riflea) fire their weapons and generally advance the
line of combat. That "war is the business of killing... is the
sinplaeat truth in the book"™ (Harsg;ll. 1947:67), but there has
bean a wideapread and persistent unwillingness among infantry
soldiers to fire their weapons and thereby kill the enemy.

The scldier who marches into combat but will not shoot his
waapon is & martial paradox of long standing. Karsten reports
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“at Gettysburg over 18,000 muskets were found on the
battlefield with unmistakable evidence that their
owners had not fired them at anyone that day; 12,000 of
thema had two charges, neither of which had been
discharged, rammed down the barrel; 6,000 more had from
three to ten such charges, and another had no fewer
than twenty-three chargeas?! Some men had probsbly
simply panicked and were loading their weapons
purposelessly. But othera were probably loading quite
deliberately, in order to give the appearance that

they were firing. Stonewall Jackaon once complained
that some of the more religioualy inclined of hisa
troops were reluctant to fire on the enemy, and when
finally prevailed upon to shoot, were not likely to
take correct aim' (Karsten, 1978:25-6).

The phenomenon of non-shooting infantrymen predates
Stonewall Jackson’s time, but it was not carefully studied until
World War II. Marshall (1947:57), a military man and a social
acientiat, interviewed soldiers in the European Theater over a
number of years and reached the following conclusion?

“The thing is simply this, that out of an average one
hundred men along the line of fire during the period of
an encounter, only fifteen men on the average would
take any part with the weaponas. This was true whether
the action was apread over a day, or two days, or
three. The prolonging of the engagement did not add
appreciably to the numberas... Moreover, the man did not
have to maintain fire to be counted among the active
firers. If he had so much as fired a rifle once or
twice, though not aiming it st anything in particular,
or lobbed a grenade roughly in the direction of the
enemy, he was scored on the positive side."

The following vignette provides powerful testimony to Marshall’s

(1947:72) conclusion:®

*In the attack along the Carentan Causeway during the
night of June 10, 1944, one battalion of the 502nd
Parachute Infantry was strung out along a narrow defile
which was totally devoid of cover and where throughout
the night the men were fully exposed to enemy
bullet-fire from positiona along a low ridge directly
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in front of them. The ridge was wholly within their
view and running off at a slight angle from the line of
advance of the column, so that the Americans were
strung out anywhere from 300 to 700 yards from the
eneny fire positions.

In this situation the commander...was able to keep
moving up and down along the column despite a harassing
fire, and observe the attitude of all riflemen and
weapons men. This was his testimony, given in the
presence of the assembled battalion: ‘I found no way
to make them continue fire. Not one man in twenty-five
voluntarily used his weapon. There was no cover; they
could not dig in. Therefore their only protection was
to continue a fire which would make the enemy keep hisa
head down. They had been taught this principle in
training. They all know it very well. But they could
not force themselves to act upon it. When I ordered
the men who were right around me to fire, they did so.
But the moment I passed on, they quit. I walked up and
down the line yelling, ‘God damn it! Stert shooting!’
But it did little good. They fired only while I
watched them or while some other officer stood over
them.’"™

Perhaps more atriking still, "“There were some men in the positions
directly under attack who did not fire at all or attempt to use a
weapon even when the position was being overrun®” (Marshall,
1947:56). One can hardly fault Marshall for concluding that “The
rareat thing in all battle ia fire in good volume, accurately
delivered and steadily maintained® (1947:66), or for claiming that
“Prince Hohenlohe was profoundly right when he said: *It is proof
of a superior military instruction {f in battle the men only bring
their rifles up to their shoulders to fire"” (1947:74).

What inhibits the combat ;oldier. placing him and his
conrades’ lives in jeopardy? Partly it is the alien nature of
infantry combat, which may disrupt primary groups and leave
soldiers feeling alone and disoriented. "In the infantry," state
Janowitz and Little (1965:91),
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“the group structure is atrained under the impact of
enemy firepower. The failure of a high proportion of
infentry soldiers to use their weapons in combat is
partly due to this breakdown of communications. The
soldier is confronted by a astrange situation in which
he feels completely on his own."”

It is often true, as well, that targets in combat *"are not
conparable to the targets to which {the infantry eocldier]l has been
conditioned to fire," and ghat the foreaightful combat aocldier
aust bear in mind “the neceasity for calculeting the value of
preasent targets as compared to possible future targets and the
need to conserve an ammunition supply’™ (Janowitz & Little,
1965:91).

Certainly fear freezes the trigger finger of many
soldiers. It is hard to do justice to the impact of fear upon a
soldier’s perforamance. The statistica on this matter, however,
are atark and compelling. During World War II, for instance, ve
learned that

“In one infantry division in France in August 1944, 65
percent of the soldiers admitted that they had been
unable to do their jobs properly because of extreme
fear on at least one occasion, and over two fifthas said
it had happened repeatly... In another U.S. infantry
diviaion in the South Pacific, over two thousand
soldiers were asked about the physical symptoms of
fear: 84 percent said they had a violent pounding of
the heart, and over three fifths said they shook or
trembled all over. Arocund half admitted to feeling
faint, breaking out in a cold sweat, and feeling sick
to their stomachs. Over a quarter said they had
vomited, and 21 percent said they had lost control of
their bowels. These figures are based only on
voluntary admissions, of course, and the true ones are
probably higher in all categories, especislly the more
embarassing ones” (Dyer, 1985:142),

These grim statistics remind us -- and those of us who have never
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seen a battlefield need reminding -- that the common refrain awmong
combat troops about being *’scared shitless’ was not just a
colorful expression®™ (Dyer, 1985:142). Comparable figures are
available for the Vietnam War (asee Wataon, 1978).

The scldier who panica ia unable to fire. Fear may also
encourage a man to lay low: he refuses to fire to avoid drawing
attention to himself (Janowitz & Little, 1965:91). Combat
fatigue, a euphemism for pasychiatric breakdowns, is a corollary of
intense and persistent fear; it, too, may demoralize a man and
weaken his will to fight. But most of the men Marshall obsaerved
-- and particularly the men involved in the Carentan Causeway
incident deacribed above -- were not in panic and had little to
gain from laying low. Nor were they noticeably fatigued. Their
tergets were reasonably comparable to any training target, and
ammunition was in good supply. These soldiers quite bravely stood
their ground. They simply refused to fire their weapons.

The reason men in such circumstances refuse to fire,
Karsten (1978:26) suggests, is "the Judeo-Christian rule against
the willful taking of human life.'” Marshall makes a similar
observation. 1In his words, the American asoldier

*is what his home, his religion, his aschooling, and the
noral code and ideals of his society have made hinm.
The Army cannot unmake him. It must reckon with the
fact that he comes from a cjivilization in which
aggression, connected with the taking of life, is
prohibited and unacceptable. The teaching and the
ideals of that civilization are againat killing,
againat taking advantage. The fear of aggresaion has
been expressed to him so strongly and absorbed by hinm
80 deeply and prevadingly -- practically with his
mother’s milk -- that it is part of the normal man’s
enotional make-up. It stays his trigger finger even

though he is hardly conscious that it is a restraint
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upon him. Because it is an emotional and not an
intellectual handicap, it is not renovable by
intellectual reasoning, such as: ‘Kill or be killed’"”
(Marshall, 1947:78).

The source of the inhibition against killing in combat
goes deeper, 1 believe, than either Karaten or Marshall contend.
Combat killing ia quite unnatural for any civilized peraon. Thise
ia true whether one aubsacribea to the Judeo-Chriatian ethic or any
other ethic. Aggression may come naturally to man under a fairly
wide range of adverse circumatances, but soldiers are typically
called upon, in the words of one Civil War veteran, to carry out
"the killing of strangers againat whom you feel no personal
animosity’” (Karsten, 1978:197). Such killing has no biological
survival value and ia not a part of our adaptive heritage. (Such
killing may come naturally for the psychopath and be easily
inculcated in aggreassive and authoritarian types, but that is what
nakes them different from the reat of ua.) We are, by nature,
more likely to respond with empathy for others and concern
(nediated by conacience) about right conduct. Such concerns were
uppermost in the minds of our Civil War soldier on the occasion of
his killing of an enemy soldier:

“When we got to him the moon revealed him distinctly.
He was lying on his back, with his arms abroad; his
mouth was open and his chest heaving with long gasps,
and his white shirt-front was all splashed with blood.
The thought shot through me that I was a murderer; that
I had killed a man -- a man who had never done me any
harm. That was the coldest sensation that ever went
through my marrow. 1 was down by him in a moment,
helpleasly stroking his forehead; and I would have
given anything then -- my own life freely -- to make
him again what he had been five minutes before. And
all the boys seemed to be feeling in the same way; they
hung over him, full of pitying intereat, and tried all
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they could to help him, and said all sorts of regretful
things. They had forgotten all about the eneay; they
thought only of this one forlorn unit of the foe. Once
ny imagination persuaded me that the dying man gave me
a reproachful look out of his shadowy eyes, and it
seemed to me that I would rather he had astabbed me than
done that. He muttered and mumbled like a dreamer in
his sleep about hias wife and hia child; and I thought
with a new despair, ‘This thing that I have done does
not end with him; it falls upon them too, and they
never did me any harm, any more than he...’ The
thought of him got to preying upon me every night; 1
could not get rid of it. I could not drive it away,
the taking of that unoffending life seemed such a
wanton thing. And it seemed an epitome of war; that
all war must be just that -- the killing of strangers’
againat whom you feel no personal animosity; strangers
whomr, in other circumstances, you would help if you
found them in trouble, and who would help you if you
needed it" (Karsten, 1978:196-7).

Comparable testimony is provided by a World War II veteran --
Narine who went on to kill more enemy scldiers but could never
quite get used to it:

"You think about it and you know you’re going to have
to kill but you don’t understand the implications of
that, because in the society in which you’ve lived
murder is the most heinous of crimea... and you are in
a situation in which it’s turned the other way round...
When you actually kill someone the experience, my
experience, was one of revulsion and disgust.

I was utterly terrified -- petrified -- but I knew
there had to be a Japanese aniper in a samall fishing
shack near the shore. He was firing in the other
direction at Marines in another battalion, but I knew
as soon as he picked off the people there -- there was
a window on our side -- that he would start picking us
off. And there waa nobody else to go... and so I ran
towards the shack and broke, in and found ayself in an
empty room.

There was a door which meant there was another room and
the sniper was in that -- and I just broke that down.

1 was just absoclutely gripped by the fear that this man
would expect ma and would shoot me. But as it turned
out he was in a sniper harness and he couldn’t turn
around fast enough. He was entangled in the harness so
1 shot him with a .45 and I felt resorse and ahanme. I

-page 46-




can renmenber whispering foolishly, “I’m sorry’ and then
jJust throwing up... I threw up all over myself. It was
a betrayal of whset I’d been taught since a child"”
(Dyer, 1985:101).

Similar scruples appsrently affected aome World War II
fighter pilota. “The U.S. Air Force discovered during World War
II that... the majority of fighter pilots never ashot anybody down"
(Dyer, 1985:119). The reasons were not technical but
paychological and moral. For fighter pilotas of thia era were
called upon to carry out what amounted to face-to-face killings of
opposing aviators, without primary group pressures from flight
teams to fire their weapona. As Dyer tells uas, “"these fighter
pilotas... were almoat always in single-seat sircraft and could
often see that inside the enemy aircraft was another human being"
(Dyer, 1985:119).

Some World War 1II pilots evidently drew the elementary but
significant inference that if the pilots of enemy planes were
human beings, so were the enemy citizens upon whom bombs were
dropped with regularity. Trained as techniciana and then called
upon to kill flesh-and-blood people, some aviatoras were
traumatized by guilt:

"P.P.T. waa frightened, but even more, ha felt terribly
guilty. Every time his plane went up its only purpose
was to drop bombs on defenseleas people. His job as a
gunner was to kill enemy fliers and he did his job.

But it seemed all wrong to him. This was contrary to
his religion and everything that he had learned prior
to entering the Army. He felt that he was guilty of
participating in a never ending series of heinous
crimes for which his family, hia community, and his God
must always condemn him. He became jittery, could not
sleep, and vomited frequently. Yet he kept going...
(Eventually hospitalized,) he poured forth his

preoccupationas to the doctor: ‘There waa the raid the
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day before Christmaa. We had to go. I didn’t want to
kill those poor people... I shot down a man, a German.
I felt guilty about it. We shouldn’t kill people.

Here they hang people for that... I guess that is what
bothera me most. I killed somebody... I think about
that German I shot down. I know it was him or me, but
I just can’t forget that I saw him blow up. Up to

then it was just an airplane. Then I realized

that there was a man_in the plane... I keep trying

to think that it is all behind me, but I can’t. I 3just
think about it and get upset. I can’t read or go to
classes without thinking ebout it. You have fighters
coming at you in bed and you can’t do anything about
it. 1 keep dreaming about it. I just cen’t help it.’
The doctor tried to convince him that he had only been
deing his duty, but to no avail...” (Karsten,
1978:193).

A less dramatic but equally revealing fect is that "fear
of killing, rather than fear of being killed, was the moat common
cause of battle fatigue in the individuai“ during World War II
(Marashall, 1947:78). The Vietnam war was no different. Karaten
reporta the words of a Vietnam combat veteran: "Every day I pray
for only two things -- to be out of this hell and back home or be
killed before I might have to kill somecne.” In this respect,
Karsten (1978:14) maintains, the man was not unique among veterans
of Vietnam or, for that matter, any other modern war.

Now there are men who shoot regularly, and there are
conditions under which some soldiers shoot to excess and produce
alaughters or massacrea. A unit that loseas a great many valued
buddies, particularly if they are killed in some especially
arbitrary or gruesome way, may debelop what Lifton (1976:55) has
called "a survivor mission of atrocity" and try to make the enenmny
-- or anybody who can paasa for the enemy -~-- pay for those loat

lives. Guerills warfare of the sort waged in Vietnam would aeenm
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to accentuate thia problem!: the eneny’s threat is pervasive, often
materializing in the form of land mines of unknown parentage, ao
one loses buddies without warning and without an enemy upon whon
to avenge oneself. The notion that somebody -- anybody -- must
pay for this carnage can be quite compelling (Gault, 1971).

Men made to feel inaignificant by the often vast acope of
the impersocnal threats that aurround them come increasingly to see
a8 insignificant the lives of those who oppose them (Keegan,
1976:322). Exacting revenge againast those enemes one encounters,
moreover, would seem to be deceptively easy with today’s infantry
rifles. As Gault (1971:452-3) makes painfully clear,

Long gone are the days when the aharp-shooting

nusketeer saved his single precious shot until the last

possible moment of his individuated enemy’s clearly

visible approach. Today’s rifleman carriea a

lightweight M-16 that spita in one second ten strangely

snrall bullets at bone-shattering velocity. His

technique usually is not to aim it but to get it

pointed in the enemy’s general direction and discharge

thither a torrent of destruction. It servea as a

grenade launcher, making every asoldier a miniature

artilleryman. Terrified and furiouas teenagers by the

tens of thousands have only to twitch their index

fingers, and what was a quiat village is suddenly a

alaughterhouse.”
Older rifles, of the sort used in World War II and Korea, required
a more complicated procedure to load, aim and fire. Each shot was
a4 diascrete event to which one would have to give mental aasent.
The necesaary deliberation attenddant to ahooting may have operated
a8 a deterrent both against shooting at all and against massacres.

Though all wara produce their share of grueaome excesses,
these tragedies are comparatively rare. Indeed, the perception

that the enemy is a hapless stranger, trapped like oneself in a
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nightmare war and therefore not a fit candidate for killing,
nay be more widespread among combat troops than one would at firat
suppose. Combat in the trenches of World War I, for example,
typically proceeded on the basis of an explicit *“Live and Let
Live™ principle.
A rituslized and routinized atructure of offensive
activity emerged on the quiet front. It constituted a
level of offensiveness below that defined by military
elites as ideal. It was based on the norm of Live and
Let Live and maintained by a aystem of sanctions. In
the positive sense, each side rewarded the other with
inhibition of offensive activity to a tolerable level.
Negatively, deviation from the norm was sanctioned by a
return to the maximum and formally prescribed level of
offensiveness. Within the reapective armies, the
‘rate-busters’ were restrained by the disapproval of
their peers"” (Ashworth, 1968:415).

Such a system could only work because "the soldier, after
battle experience, defined his foe as a fellow sufferer rather
than a fiend" (Ashworth, 1968:418). 1In one man’s words, "Hatred
of the enemy, soc strenuously fostered in training daya, largely
faded away in the line. We somehow realized that individually
they were very like ourselves, just as fed-up and anxiocus to be
done with it all' (Ashworth, 1968:418). Each aramay had taught its
ren that We were the good guys and THEY were the bad. After
extended combat experiences in the trenchea, "The WE now included
the enemy as the fellow sufferer. Thae THEY became the staff"
(Ashworth, 1968:421). Nothing qufe this clear cut occurred in
World War II or Korea. The lonely and desolate battlefields of
these wars appear to fall between the extremes of the trench and
the jungle; the combat etiquette appeared to be one of laying low,

and advancing and firing on command (see Narahall, 1947).
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The generally alien nature of combat killing largely
escapes the attention of military officers and other elites who
orchestrate wars. Marshall’s (1947:79) observations on this
matter are revealing.

“Line commanders pay little attention to the true
nature of this mental block. They take it more or less
for granted that if the man is put on auch easy ternmns
with his weapon in training that he “loves to fire,’
this is the main atep toward surmounting the general
difficulty. But it isn’t as easy as that... [(Tlhe
average and normally healthy individual -- the man who
can endure the mental and physical stresses of combat
-- atill has such an inner and usually unreeslized
resistance toward killing a fellow man that he will not
of his own volition take life if it is possible to turn
away from that responsibility. Though it ias improbable
that he may ever analyze his own feelings ao
searchingly as to know what ia atopping his own hand,
his hand is nonetheless atopped. At the vital point,
he becomes a conscientious objector, unknowing. That
is something which needs to be analyzed and underatood
if we are to prevail against it in the interesats of
battle efficiency."

Promoting greater fire power "in the interests of battle
efficiency" is an eminently worthwhile enterprise. Efforts to
achieve this goal, stimulated by Marshall’a research, identified
the profile of the “ahooter" or “fighter", and pointed to improved
neans of treining and deploying infantry combat soldiers.

It is perhaps unsurprising that the ahooters are
all-around good soldieras. Compared to other infantry soldiers,
they are bright (though somewhat below the national average in
1Q), alert, loyal, reaponsible, and taask-oriented; they are
*doers” who characteristicelly accomplish whaet they set out to do.
They are, as befits a soldier, manly, adventurous, outdoors types

yet they are not overly aggressive. They are also physically fit
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and athletically inclined, especially to contact sports. They are
sociable and popular, partly for the attributes noted above but
also, perhaps, because they were raised in homes that valued
autonomy and concern for others and hence find it easy to
cultivate genuine friendshipas. Their congenial natures may also
reflect the fact that their parents meted out benign punishments,
primarily moderate verbal discipline administered by the father.
They are likely to be informal group leaders, and their combat
performance is marked by stamina and a guiding sense of duty (see
Egbert et. al., 1958).

The shooters are an interesting study in contrast with
such professional asoldiers as the Green Berets. Like the Green
Berets, the shooters succeed at combat; they value the excitement
and the challenge as well aas the team approach required for
combat. Unlike the Green Berets, however, they are not
cold-blooded technicians who adminiater violence dispassionately.
They fight with more feeling, both for their buddies and for their
country. They are not mercenaries, but rather patriotic
citizena-in-arma. Whereas the Green Berets may well be an ideal
military elite, the shooters would seem to be a more fitting model
for the combat infantryman.

Based on the research identifying shooters (known as the
*fighter studies'), better claasiéication and assignment of combat
soldiers was achieved.

“By the mid- to late-fifties... the research was paying
off in terma of the way men were allocated to combat
status... By 1958... any 1000 soldiers would then have
consisted of 250 top fighters, 700 adequate fighters

and 50 non-fighters -- to the army a significant
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improvement"” (Wateon, 1858:51-2).

The current status of these procedures is unclear. The subject
has not been broached in the published military litersture over
the last two decades.

Training soldiers in what Marshall termed “the habit of
fire" makea ahooting a rote and imperaonal activity. Such
training, in turn, makes it easier for the average soldier to fire
his weapon and join the ranks of the shooters. "The prime object”
of such training is quite simply 'to ensure that men will fire
when ordered"” (Marshall, 1947:81). It was Marahall’s view that
soldiers must develop "the habit of massing fire whenever ordered
and against whatever target may be designated -- the embarkment of
a river, the bases of forward trees in a line of woods, or the
crest of a hill®” (Marshall, 1947:81). Soldiera trained in such
fashion for the Korean War evidently fired in greater proportions
than their World War 1II counterparta. Upwards of fifty percent
fired on most occasions, and close to perfect firing scores were
achieved under some battle conditions (Dyer, 1985).

The habit of fire is readily achieved with complex,
team-based weapons systemsa. Primary group presaures to perform
are powerful with thease weapona. Training in the use of such
advanced weaponry can make performance a matter of habit that
tranafers to combat situationa because training simulates combat
situations reasonably well. Theae weapons are often deployed far
from the actual heat of battle. Thus soldiers respond, both in
training and in combat, more to images on computer acreens than to
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the sighta and sounds of war (see Harman, 1977:138)., With
advanced weapons systems and simulation training, killing become a
technical and impersonal matter. The forces that promote
disiciplined institutional violence -- authorization, iaolation,
insulation, and dehumanization --.operete reasonably smoothly.

A systems approach can also be employed with infantry
soldiera. Riflemen can be deployed in fire teams; these teams can
use coordinated fire to improve their functional cohesion and
combat efficiency (George, 1967). When leadership is attenuated,
as often occurs in battle, peer group pressures and the demands of
coordination incresse firing and, to some extent, actually replace
the role of formal leaders. As George (1967:36) has noted,
“"increased firepower brought against infantrymen (hasl forced thenm
to disperse, thereby rendering leader control difficult.*” There
has also been an "increase in the probability that squuads will be
required to operate in jungle environments where leader control is
rendered still more difficult"” (George, 1967:36). In sasuch
mnilieus, "numbers are not great enough to establish front lines in
the classic aense" (George, 1967:36). These developments "add up
to a real problem in troop control and an increased requirement
for light weapons infantrymen who will teke the initiative to
coordinate their responsea to one another when leader control is
not available" (George, 1967:36).' What is involved ia "shifting
sone of the responsibility for coordination from laeaders to the
unit members themaselves'" (George, 1967:44).

The habit of fire makes shooting one’s weapon a mechanical
act, Combat itself is never mechanical, however, but rather draws
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upon primary groups for the motivation essential to combat
effectivenesa. Thus, treaining must be embedded in the unit
with which a soldier must fight, so there is a link between
learning and the officers and buddies one wants to impress and
protect (Hartline, 1982). The object of training is *“to build up
{the soldiera’] confidence as individuals and as a group" (Dyer,
1985:114), and to promote the "inastinctive, selfleaa reactiona and
the fierce group loyalty the recruits will need if they ever see
combat" (Dyer, 1985:115). One such reaction is really a
prediaposition -- to close with and kill the enemy (Eisenhart,
1975)). Modern recruit training, unlike the training offered to
soldiera in World War II and earlier wars, is filled with explicit
talk about killing the enemy rather than merely 'doing one’s duty
aa a soldier” (Dyer, 1985:121). This talk is esaentially
"bloodthiraty but meaningless hyperbole”™ (Dyer, 1885:121), yet it
saerves an important purpose: to desensitize soldiers to the
horrors of combat killing and hence to make them more able to act
decisively -- in particular, to use their weapona -- in combat.
Rote or hebituation training methodas not only promote
predictsble performance and professional pride, they also preserve
the soldier’a peraonal character. Especially with a ayatems or
tean-work emphasis, this type of %roining bypasses legitimate

moral reservations about killing rather than undermining thenm

by indoctrinating men in the business of killing. Soldiers are
given aspecific skills and a compartmentalized notion of morality
that allows them to kill in combat without losing their sense of
the prohibition againat killing in non-combat situations. Life
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per se is not devalued, and the juatification for combat killing
is not a personal but rather an institutional matter. Killing is
an inatitutional perogative; the aoldier performs the combat role
as the institution’sa authorized agent.

Operating by habit and rote, the Army aima to mechanize
and hence dehumanize combat killing. Neithar the soldier nor his
enemy -- nor killing per se -- is dehumanized outside of the
military context. This point may seem obvious, but it is worth
emphasizing because it is of vital moral significance. It is one
thing for a soldier to kill because he muat, preserving an
awareness that combat killing is a neceassary evil in an imperfect
world that must be done as cleanly and efficiently aa possible.

It is quite another to believa, as aasasains are alledgedly
trained to believe, that people -- all people -- are objects to be
disposed of at will whether during war or in peace. The soldier
kills an enemy; the assassin is his murderer.

To create assassins we must dull our own humanity even as
we vanquish our opponents. Susceptible people, particularly those
with paychopathic leanings, can be -- and evidently have been --
subjected to "Clockwork Orange treining to quell any qualms they
may have about killing" (Wataon, 1978:249). Here we are talking
about killing per se, independent of context and target. Such
training is flagrantly immoral, s;nce it glorifies violence as an
end in itself and negates the value of innocent human life. It is
also impractical. The men 8o produced are "loose cannona" who may
vell be beyond military control; presumeably they can be bought by
the highest bidder. Besides, military violence is disciplined
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violence undertaken for defenasible enda. There is no room for
psychopatha in this business.

As a practical matter, elite combat troops do not need to
be trained as assassina to carry out combat missions. They
operate as combat technicians who kill to complete military tasks;
the excitement, the challenge, and tle military purpoase (hence
authorization) are sufficient motivation to put their professional

military skillas to work. An inatuctive case in point is the

. sniper. The saniper has been described as "a special breed..., a

sort of latter-day frontiersman at heart, self-sufficient and not
overwhelmed by doubts about the propriety of the task at hand --
which ias not murder, under combat rules, but uncomfortably akin to
it (Smith, 1986:D1). In the wordas of one Marine sniper, 'We have
the capability to watch people die, his head explode or whatever.
It’a the mark of a true professional to carry out the miasion"
(Smith, 1986:D1).

The sniper’s job is only akin to murder in the sense that
it involves a premeditated killing of another specific individual
human being. But the aniper only kills during war, and the person
he kills is always an enemy soldier. The Marine quoted above is
right in claiming that the aniper is a true military professional.
The aniper’s capacity to stalk and kill and “watch people die" --
not any people but always an ene;y soldier ~- is the result of
military training and discipline in service of authorized military
objectives. The sniper is not brainwashed or indoc'rinated in the
joys of violence. Indeed, aa indicated by the communder of the
Nerine Corps snipers’ school, even with carefully selected and
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extensively trained soldiers, there is still the problem of
lingering reservationsa about the taking of human life. ‘' There’s
one thing we don’t know (about a sniper who has another human
being in his gunsighta:l We don’t know if he’ll pull the trigger"
(Smith, 1986:D1).

Regular infantry soldiers, it almost goes without saying,
will not respond to assassin training at all. They will find it
mnorally repugnant; they fight for buddies and for patriotism, not
even apecifically to kill enemies let alone to kill for
killing’as sake. It bears remenbering that infantry "fighters' are
not trained killers but aimply loyal troopera who do their best to
carry out their duty. Even were it feasible and tactically
desirable to convert some of our rank-and-file soldiers into
assasgins, any such military advantage would be purchassed at great
cost. The soldier so trained muat forsake hia most cherished
values about the inherent worth of human life. 1In effect, he is
asked to riask not only his life but his character for the country
he holda dear. That some aoldiers may be willing to make thisa
sacrifica does not change the fact that any such demands placed
upon them are illegitimate.

The key isasues facing the Army now as it triea to build an
effective combat force are not in the areas of selection of
personnel or even in their training. The “fighter studies' have
told us what we need to know about who makes a good infantry
soldier; the wiasdom of basic and advanced individual training,
especially when applied to weapons-systess and coordinated fire,
are adequate to equip motivated men for the task of combat. What
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is needed now is to capitalize on the pschological context in
which the typical soldier operates, that ias, on the primary group

with whom and for whom he fights.

Vi. 1Implicationa for Policy and Research

Though primary groups are an essential ingredient of an
effective combat infantry, at least since World War II they have
not been a high priority of the American military. “The American
military establiashment,” according to Janowitz and Little
(1965:82), 'appears to be a ‘maas-produced’ inatitution in which
little effort is made to build on previous loyalties or to
maintain organizational continuity."” The shortcomings of our
combat infantry forces, noted at the outset of this report, stenm
in large measure from this impersonal, "maas produced' character
of our Army.

Too often, the value of primsry groups in particular and
human relations in general is ruined by bureaucratic policies
which treat soldieras like commodities. In Marshall’s (1947:155-6)
words,

“those whoase task it was to"shapc personnel policy have
tended to deal with man power as if it were motor
lubricants or sacks of potatoes. They have destroyed
the name and tradition of old and honored regiments
with the stroke of a pen, for convenience’s sake. They
have uprooted names and numbers which had identity with
a certain soil and moved them willy-nilly to another
s0il. They have moved men around as if they were pegs

and nothing counted but & specisliat clasaification
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number. They have become fillers-of-holes rather than

architectas of the human spirit.”
To be sure, bureaucratic policies are efficient and coast-effective
in the short run. It may be cheaper to disband some units and
regroup others rather than to preserve eatablished (and proven)
units. It may be easier to train aoldiers in specialized centers
and then disperse them individually to units as vacancies appear,
rather than to train and deploy men in stable groups. But such
policies treffic in false econony. For they purchase monetary
savings at the expense of the vital human ties that bind soldiers
together as a military force, and hence they kill off the morale
and fighting spirit essential to victory in battle.

It is imperative that we remember, as Marshall (1947:209)

8o vividly reminds us, that

“"the great victories of the United States have pivoted

on the acts of courage and intelligence of a very few

individuals. The time always comes in battle when the

decisions of statesmen and of generals can no longer

affect the issue and when it is not within the power of

our national wealth to change the balance decisively.

Victory is never achieved prior to that point; it can

be won only after the battle has been delivered into

the hands of men who move in imminent danger of death.

I think we in the United States need to consider well

that point, for we have made a habit of believing that

national security lies at the end of a production

line."
The basic issues relating to combat effectiveneasa are always human
issues. Always, says Marshall (1947:211), ‘one man must go ahead
so that a nation may live.” That man riaks his life firast and

foremoat for the respect and affection of his military primary

group, and only secondarily for the good of the larger military
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and national purpose that group ultimately serves and makesa
personally meaningful to him. Without binding primary groups, men
do not go ahead into the dangers of battle, and nations -- as
entities soldier feel a kinship with -- do not live.

Sustaining primary group bonds in the face of the military
bureaucracy has alwaya been difficult. Added problems are created
by the volunteer army. Sadly, "the Arny may be getting a
disporportionate share of the more alienated membera of this
‘alienated generation’' (Hauser, 1980:202). Such recruits are
apathetic, lacking '"the respect for our national institutions
which ia the basia for military profesasionaliam'" (Hauser,
1980:202>. As a result, there *ias a lack of commitment on the
part of many of today’s soldiers to either the values or the worth
of the society from which they come, a circumstance which augurs
ill for their willingness to take riasks in bsttle on ita behalf"
(Sorely, 1980:88). That we promise volunteers a career in the
Arny rather than a mission in service of their country may further
detract from their combat readinesa. Men will die for cause and
country, but not for asalsried positions within corporations.

The volunteer force presents other obstacles to the
development of useful military primary groups. Thia force is,
according to both its critics and. its admirers, top-heavy with
working claass and underprivileged recruits. MNan for man, they
make good soldiera. But a unit needs a mix of personality and
social class backgrounds -- a mix which includes aome privileged
but ambitious and committed types, such as made up the hard core
of the Wehrmscht army ~-- if an adequate supply of natural leadersa
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is to emerge from the ranka of the primary groups (Fallows, 1981).
The training these soldiers receive has alao been
criticized aa being too civilianized (Hauser, 1980) and even
genteel (Fallowsa, 1981), diluting further the military
effectiveness of the contemporary army. Hauser (1380) tells us
that training as habituation, in which one acquires the habit of
fire and other combat reflexes, has become a lost art in today’s
volunteer army. Esprit de corps, too, has suffered. Loyalty,
formerly "built on the countless intangible bonds among men who

ate, slept, worked, and drank together,' simply “does not grow
among men who knock off for the day and drive home to the wife and
kids'" (Fallow, 1981:100). Pride ig yet another casualty of the
volunteer force. In Hauser’s (1980:194) words, '"the young man
whose major reason for enlistment (admitted or not) was his
failure to find gainful employment elsewhere ia not likely to be
bursting with a sense of self-worth."” It is quite understandable
that, in Fallow’s (1381:98) words, *“many thoughtful, careful
military leaders say that the conditions of service in today’s
Army undermine the unique qualities a fighting force must
possess."”

Research on morale among voluntary army soldiers bears out
the critics’ concerns. 1In one stqdy it was revealed, for
instance, that the infantry batta;ion *disliked the Army the most"”
(Brown & Moakos, 1976:12) and '"only 19 percent of tank and
infantry battalions agreed with the atatement they would trust
their fellows in combat®” (Brown & Moskos, 1976:14). This study

also indicasted that, in general, people’s beat friends are not
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fellow soldiers. In the authors’ words, "the long-term erosion in
Army primary groups since World War I1 seems borne out by this
finding” (Brown & Noskos, 1976:13). Nor were soldiers
knowledgeable about their country or ita military commitmentes.
Though Moskoa and Brown claim to heve uncovered "a profound
reaervoir of patriotiam among today’a combat aoldiers'" (Brown &
Noskos, 1976:13), it was not connected in any meaningful way to
primary groups or our current miltary and national agenda. . It is
therefore wishfull (even if entirely forgiveable) thinking, in my
view, to conclude that "the transition to the volunteer Army has
been generally aucceasful... beneath the common veneer of cyniciam
lies a good scldier with e fundamental willingneas toc aerve his
country in the ultimate test of combat’ (Brown & Moskos, 13976€:16).

Beneath that cynicism no doubt lies a potentially good

soldier. But to reach that potential, he muat be mobilized in
unite of people about whom he cares, and deployed in the service
of a military and national agenda he underatands and embraces.

Given the problems facing our contemporary army, three
areas of reform suggest themselves: (1) civic education that
promotes an awareness of distinctive military and national
concerns (for a primer on this topic, see Janowitz and Wesbrook,
1982); (2) training that pronotea'habitual performance and builds
@aprit de corps; and (3) unitization, which is to aay, the
training and deployment of personnel (including officers) in
stable units.

Each of these suggestions could form the baais of a
separata report. To my knowledge, there has never been a serious
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effort to make civic education come alive in the military.
Rigoroua and team-building training was regularly achieved praior
to the advent of the volunteer army, though its value was often
reduced by the dispersal of trainees to units with whom they had
no identity. To reinvigorate training regimes would mean
reversing many of the changes produced by the civilianization of
the army. The final recommendation -- stable unit-based training
and deployment ~-- is crucial. Unitizetion allows us to capitalize
on the human ties that convert military akills and patriotic
beliefs into sources of motivation for the combat soldier.
Accordingly, this report closes with a discussion of the
feasibility unitization and a research agenda which will support
it.

Unitization of fighting forces is an old idea, most
notably associated with the “"regimental mystique'" of the Britaish
Army. While those regiments may reflect & time long past, there
are lessons that can be drawn from them. Hauser’s (1980:193)
remarke on this subject are inatructive:

"It is doubtful that the U.S. Army could ever achieve
the regimental mystique so nostalgically (and perhaps
romatically) remembered by the British. The society
which produced those regiments was one of relative
stability, of sharp social stratification, and of
respect (enforced if not universally felt) for such
inastitutions as Church, Crown, and Empire. Today’s
Amnerican society is characterized by rapid
technological change, social mobility, and a widespread
skepticism toward institutions of all kinds. Still,
there is probably something to be gained, and surely
little to be loat, by certain inexpensive measures to
enhance unit loyalty:! unit-distinctive items of uniform
(berets, belt-buckles, acarves, boots, etc.), bands

(which can, as of old, double as wartime
stretcherbearera), and ceremonies."
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In Hauser’sa view, more substantial reformas along these
lines are also both poasible and desirable. To build cohesion and
combat readiness, Hauser advocates that the Army 'replace 1its
system of individual rotation with one of unit rotation" (Hauser,
1980:205). 1In making this recommendation, Hauser is mindful of
the logistical difficultiea. A system of unit rotation would
require that the rotating organization be at a logiastically
manageable echelon such as the battalion, that all members of
conbat arms battalions be deployable... and that the ayatem be
adopted Army-wide rather then experimentally'" (Hauser, 1980:20%5).
Nanpower levels would be reduced (currently, there are
nondeployable personnel in Army unita), leading Hauser (1980:205%5)
to suggest “"the establishment of fewer units or of explicitly
different readiness categories of units.” A corollary refornm
relates to officer assignments. To promote effective unit
leadership, Hauser (1980:205S) suggests that the Army "extend the
tenure for commanders and key staff officers... to three or even
four” yeara. Such assignments will promote the type of leadership
that is essential for combat performance as distinct from
organizational management.

These reforma are expensive, but Hauser (13980:193-4)

contends that they "might well prove upon objective

qppraisal to buy readinesa gains far exceeding their cost."
Howaver, to appreciate the value of unitization of troops and
leaders and to appreise it objectively, “military leaders must
recognize that their own career-developed identification with the
Army as a whole is not matched by their soldiersa’ more limited
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perspective" (Hauser, 1980:194)>. Soldiers, unlike military
leaders, experience the army as an extension of their primary
group associations. Hence, "The Army would be doing well if it
could improve the asoldier’a natural loyalty to hia buddies and to
his small unit (company or, at most, battalion) which comprises
the environment he can see'" (Hauser, 1980:194).

Wesbrook vigorously supports Hauser’s main points. In no
uncertain terms, Wesbrook contends that without primary group
loyalties buttressing larger commitments to the miljtary and the
nation, the prospect of military disintegration under the stress
cof combat is very resl indeed. Moreover, "Even if this
involvement exists, soldiers must also perceive the demands of the
political and military hierarchy to be legitimate and accept the
legitimacy of the hierarchy itself"™ (Wesbrook, 1980:274).

Norel involvementa with one’a unit, the military, and the
country can be measured and steps can be taken to build
connitment. To date, however, "The military establishment is so
overly concerned with the instrumental factors of war that it
frequently neglects the moral factors; it emphasizes the capacity
to fight rather than the will to fight"” (Wesbrook, 1980:274).
There ia no more coampelling proof of this than in the Army’s
preoccupation with statiastica on weapons and formal trairing as
indicators of combat readiness. kot since World War Il has the
Aray examined systematically the status of its primary groupa.
Thus the Aray does not know:

swhether soldiers trust and like each other,
swhether they have pride in their units and believe
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their unitas would support them in battle,

»whether they respect and truat their officers and
political leaders,

*whether they know or believe in what they are
preparing to fight for,

sor whether they have an underlying commitment to the
worth of the larger sociopolitical system (Wesbrook,
1980:274-5)

Research on these dimenaions of military primary groups
would serve basic and applied purposes.  QOur knowledge of
soldiering would be increased, and we would be in & better
position to formulate policies that promote effective combat

performance.

vVIi1I. Notes and References

Notesa:

1. Haatings quotes a U.S, First Army report pertaining to the
Normandy campaign as follows:

"It is essential that infantry in training be imbued
with a bold, aggreessive attitude. Many units do not
acquire this attitude until long after their entry into
combat, and some never acquire it... The average
infantry soldier places too much reliance upon the
supporting artillery to drive the enemy from positions
oppesing his advance...”

Ganaral Mark Clark, writing in 1944, is quoted to the feollowing
effect! “Without question our training has not yet produced
disciplined officers and disciplined men.” It is Hastings’
contention that “to the very end -- considering the mass of the
army rather than only auch juatly celebrated diviaionas aa the 1lat,
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4qth, Sth and Airborne -- American infantry fieldcraft, tactical
skill and above all leadership left much to be desired.* He
contends, further, that "The shortcomings of American infantry in
World War Il were repeated in Korea, and in Vietnam."” To the
extent that we have been insulated from the consequences of these
shortcomings, the reasons have been a surplus of manpower,
technology, and money. (See Hastings, 1985:C4.)

2. Section II of this report is adapted from Johnson (1386).
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